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Abstract 
Cultural organizations have a substantial economic impact that can be difficult to 
measure.  The goal of this project was to analyze the economic impacts of a sample of the 
cultural organizations on Nantucket, including the Artists Association of Nantucket, Maria 
Mitchell Association, Nantucket Atheneum, and Nantucket Historical Association. Using 
financial data, we estimate that these organizations contributed $9.5 million to the Nantucket 
economy in 2011, which is an increase of 21.7% since 2003.  We developed a data entry form 
and two survey instruments that will allow these organizations to more easily estimate their 
contributions to the local economy in the future. 
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Executive Summary 
Most people understand that cultural organizations play an important role enhancing the 
quality of life in our communities, but few appreciate the substantial contributions that these 
organizations make to the larger economy. In its most recent report the New England Foundation 
for the Arts (NEFA) found that the 8,125 non-profit cultural and arts organizations in 
Massachusetts contributed $2.2 billion directly to the economy (NEFA 2011).  As such, this 
sector plays a role that is as large as the information and data processing services sector. 
Unfortunately, it can be difficult to estimate and quantify the indirect and direct impacts that 
the cultural and arts organizations have in the community.  The goal of this project was to 
conduct a systematic appraisal of the contributions made to the local economy by the arts and 
cultural organizations on Nantucket. 
We tailored the data collection and analytical approaches used by NEFA and the Cultural 
Data Project to match the needs of our project sponsors and the particulars of the Nantucket 
context. Using the 990 forms and other financial reports from the five participating institutions 
(the Artists Association of Nantucket, the Maria Mitchell Association, the Nantucket Atheneum, 
the Dreamland Foundation, and the Nantucket Historical Association) we calculated the direct, 
indirect, and induced impacts. The group also created survey instruments that the cultural 
institutions can use in the future to gather determine what value residents and visitors place on 
the cultural attractions of Nantucket. 
Findings 
All findings presented in the report are based on data collected from the Artists‟ 
Association of Nantucket, the Nantucket Atheneum, the Nantucket Historical Association, and 
the Maria Mitchell Association.  Initially, we included data from the Dreamland Foundation.  
Ultimately, we removed the Foundation from the analysis since the Dreamland Theater was only 
recently completed and the Foundation‟s expenditures are dominated by major construction costs 
which distorted the overall assessment. 
The four organizations comprising the „Cultural Corridor‟ collectively spent roughly $8.7 
million in 2011, including $3.6 million (42%) on salaries and fringe, $1.5 million (17%) in 
miscellaneous fees, $1.4 million (16%) in occupancy fees, $1.4 million (16%) on depreciation, 
and $776,000 (9%) on other organizational expenses. This was an increase in gross expenditure 
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of about $3 million since 2003, when the organizations spent about $5.4 million.  Adjusting for 
inflation, total spending in 2011 was $7.1 million, representing an increase of $1.6 million since 
2003 in constant dollars. The direct impacts of the organizations are defined by IMPLAN® 
(Impact Analysis for Planning) as being exactly equal to gross expenditures, whether they are for 
salaries or payments for goods and services from outside vendors. IMPLAN® further defines 
indirect impacts as being the cost for vendors to service these requests, and induced impacts as 
spending by the employees of both the organizations and the vendors. The group determined that 
the Cultural Corridor had a total economic impact of $9,549,529 (in 2003 dollars), which was an 
increase of roughly $2.14 million since 2003, where they contributed $7,410,440. IMPLAN® 
also details various employment impacts correlating to the economic contributions made by the 
institutions. Based on the average weekly wage of a Nantucket employee, the contributions made 
by the institutions of the Cultural Corridor support 113.38 jobs; an increase of 26 jobs from 
2003. As a group, the Cultural Corridor total employment impacts have increased by about 30 
jobs to 134.89, up from 104.97 in 2003.  
In order to better assess on- versus off-island spending, we gathered data on the top 20 
vendors for each organization. Since different organizations use different vendors, this list 
included a total of 80 vendors, 46 of which were on-island.  We found that 55% of total 
expenditures on the top vendors are off island, equating to $1,119,869. The organizations try to 
use on-island businesses whenever possible, but this can be difficult.  For example, the Maria 
Mitchell Association uses formaldehyde which cannot be purchased on-island and some HVAC 
repairs require off-island expertise. 
The group also estimated that out of the total $8.7 million (2011 dollars) spent between 
all of the organizations, about $4.9 million was on-island.  This comprises $2.6 million in 
salaries, $1.4 million in occupancy fees (i.e., rent), and $0.9 million for goods and services 
bought from on-island vendors.  This is probably an under-estimate of on-island expenditures, 
because we analyzed data for only the top 20 vendors at each organization.  It is likely that many 
of the smaller vendors that do not appear among the top 20 of any organization are located on-
island.   
Furthermore, one third of the entire top 20 vendors expenses went towards insurance with 
97% being off-island.  This is because the organizations are so large, that both property 
insurance and health insurance must utilize off-island companies.  There is no insurance 
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company on-island that would be able to cover these organizations.  Even though the expense is 
technically off-island because the insurance companies are located outside Nantucket, through 
employee use of local hospitals, dental clinics, and other types of medical facilities, the money 
comes back to the Nantucket economy, furthering the impact of the cultural organizations. 
Recommendations 
The group presented two sets of recommendations to the sponsoring organizations. One 
refers to the future collection and analysis of financial information necessary to calculate 
economic impacts and the second refers to the development and implementation of resident and 
visitor surveys to get a better sense of their spending patterns and perceived value placed on 
cultural institutions.  
 The group identified three recommendations pertaining to the future analysis of financial 
information to calculate economic impacts of the organizations. We recommend they continue to 
use the data entry forms developed to collect and analyze impact data in the future. The group 
recommends that the pool of participants be expanded to include as many of the other cultural 
institutions on the Island as possible. The group also recommends that organizations clarify any 
inconsistencies in the data collection tools and train participating staff in their use for future data 
gathering. 
The future development and implementation of the resident and visitor surveys created by 
the group will allow the organizations to gather useful data on spending and the perceived value 
of cultural institutions. The group recommends that the organizations refine the survey 
instruments as necessary to meet the needs of the participating organizations. It is also 
recommends that they determine whether the survey will be administered entirely via Survey 
Monkey© or Google using handheld tablets and in-person encounters. The group also 
recommends that the institutions establish a timeline, protocols, and organizational agreements 
for administering the surveys in the future. Lastly, the group recommends that the organizations 
aim conduct a random sample of 200 to 300 surveys during the summer of 2013. 
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 1 
Introduction 
Most people understand that cultural organizations play an important role enhancing 
the quality of life in our communities, but few appreciate the substantial contributions that 
these organizations make to the larger economy. For example, in its most recent report the 
New England Foundation for the Arts (NEFA) found that the 8,125 non-profit cultural and 
arts organizations in Massachusetts contributed $2.2 billion directly to the economy and 
provided jobs for more than 27,000 people in 2009 (NEFA 2011).  As such, this sector plays 
a role that is as large as the information and data processing services or the food 
manufacturing sector. In recent years, cultural organizations are feeling pressured to 
demonstrate not only their contributions in terms of quality of life, but also their 
contributions in basic economic terms. 
Unfortunately, it can be difficult to estimate and quantify the indirect and direct 
impacts that the cultural and arts organizations have in the community.  Many researchers 
and organizations have tried to develop systematic methods to track and compute the direct 
and indirect impacts, including NEFA and the Cultural Data Project, which was started by 
the Pew Foundation. The goal of this project was to conduct a systematic appraisal of the 
contributions made to the local economy by the arts and cultural organizations on Nantucket. 
The project team identified five objectives.  The team reviewed the development of the 
concepts of the creative and cultural economies, calculated direct impacts on the Nantucket 
economy, calculated indirect and induced impacts on the Nantucket economy, developed and 
utilized data collection tools for future use by the examined organizations on Nantucket, and 
made recommendations to the organizations. The literature review below traces the 
development of some of the theoretical conceptions of the cultural and creative economies 
and the methods used to assess the direct and indirect impacts. The methods section describes 
how the group developed and applied a systematic assessment of these economic impacts and 
related them to the larger Nantucket economy. 
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Literature Review 
Increasingly scholars, politicians, and policy makers are realizing that cultural 
organizations contribute substantially to local, regional, and national economies. For example, 
the New England Foundation for the Arts (NEFA) estimates cultural organizations provide 
42,000 jobs and contribute $24.7 million to the Massachusetts economy through their direct and 
indirect expenditures (Colgan, 2011). Researchers define creative or cultural economies in 
different ways and use different approaches to measure their impacts. One strain of research 
began by trying to assess the role that creative or cultural organizations might play in revitalizing 
local economies, while another more recent strain of research has tried to assess the ongoing role 
and impact of cultural organizations in vibrant economies. Increasingly, cultural organizations 
are being forced to demonstrate their economic contributions as a way to justify continued 
funding irrespective of their many other non-monetized contributions to the community. 
Many people do not realize the importance of the cultural and creative economies on the 
overall economy. In order to fully understand this research, some specific vocabulary must be 
understood. There is not a standard definition of either the creative or the cultural economy, but 
there are several common themes that all studies have followed. Once the vocabulary is clarified, 
past methodology may be looked at. Studies like this one have been done in the past, but in every 
case the approaches taken are unique to each study, whether it be approaches taken for data 
collection or evaluation, so a comparative analysis is not easy. In this sense, the final product and 
interpretations also vary from case to case. 
Conceptualizing the “Creative” and “Cultural” Economies 
In recent times, and especially in the last 25 years, an increasing number of cities have 
sought to promote culture and the arts as a path to economic development and revitalization 
(Rosentraub, 2010). One idea that has drawn substantial attention is that a fruitful “creative 
economy” which holds diversity and creativity to be fundamental to the improvement of 
productivity and innovation, can be a catalyst to larger economic growth. However basic analysis 
of the creative economy is still in its earlier stages and many different empirical approaches have 
been and are being used to analyze the effectiveness and extent of the impacts. Consequently, 
there is no consensus on how to define creative economy and no universally agreed-upon method 
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to quantify impacts. This inherent ambiguity, coupled with the flexibility of the parameters used 
for empirical analysis, creates another obstacle in that similar studies are often hard to compare.  
Furthermore, just as the creative economy can be considered a subset of an entire 
economy, there has also been agreement that a “cultural economy” exists as a subset of the 
creative economy. The bounds of this economy, however, are also marked with uncertainty. 
Richard Maloney (2010) discusses the origins of the cultural economy and its initially negative 
perception among scholars, most notably by Theodor Adorno (Adorno 2000). For Adorno, the 
cultural economy was not a facilitator of, but an inhibitor to the production of things with 
cultural value (such as „high‟ art, literature, and „serious‟ music). To publicly identify a cultural 
economy would effectively be placing all forms of cultural character together. High art would be 
classified no differently than popular art; something Adorno believed would only taint the 
artwork and damage cultural identity. Furthermore, Adorno believed this classification would put 
some intangible bounds or rules on the cultural economy and subsequently discourage creative 
thinking (Maloney 2010). The foundation for the production of cultural goods, an individual‟s 
personal creativity and interpretations, would be hindered. 
As conceptions of the cultural economy have evolved, however, so have notions of 
culture as an economic entity or business. Maloney notes a surge in interest throughout the 1980s 
in the cultural economy after a French study deemed it a necessity to now refer to the 
components of the cultural economy as “cultural industries” rather just a “culture industry” 
(Anheier & Isar, 2008). The significant dynamics of the cultural economy were finally 
recognized and defined. Over time, the concept of cultural and creative economies became 
broader making it difficult to distinguish „cultural‟ from „creative.‟ The cultural economy was a 
term used to encompass media industries such as music, film, publishing, and broadcasting 
(Maloney 2010). Eventually the definition of „cultural economy‟ became so broad that the term‟s 
universal use was impractical. The term „creative economy‟ was then established as a separate 
entity to differentiate between industries and alleviate the previous confusion between the two 
terms.   
Maloney notes that while the creative economy is a larger class than the cultural 
economy, the major difference between the two is the creative economy may include industries 
that do not necessarily yield a product of „cultural value.‟ So while video game designers may 
not create a product that many would deem of cultural value, their work is a result of their 
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intellect and creative prowess, and as such should be classified as a product of the creative 
economy. He also notes that intellectual property industries and those related to it are “at the 
heart” of this economy.  
Richard Florida (2002) defines a “creative class”, one encompassing 30 percent of all 
employed individuals in America, as those involved in industries such as architecture and design, 
science and engineering, education, arts, and music and entertainment. Those who are included 
in this class are held together by a “creative ethos”, that is to say their high regard for 
characteristics such as individuality, difference, and creativity. Florida also defines a set of 
“creative professionals” which he deemed to be those who deal directly with the laws, health 
care, and business and finances of the creative sector. The primary distinction made by Florida 
between this creative class and all other economical classes lies in the nature of their work. 
Creative workers are primarily dependent on their own ideas and abilities, giving them 
considerably more flexibility for their work, as opposed to people who are not employed by the 
creative class and perform work outlined mostly by plans. 
Past Studies and Operational Approaches 
Many organizations and researchers have explored different ways to measure the creative 
economy and demonstrate its value to the overall economy. Organizations like NEFA and the 
Cultural Data Project (CDP) have methodologies to perform such evaluations. Ultimately, all of 
these studies have proven the same thing, that the creative economy does in fact positively 
influence the rest of the economy. 
Cultural Data Project (CDP) 
The Cultural Data Project originally began as a project proposed by the Pew Charitable 
Trusts, but launched on a larger scale in 2004 with a $2.3 million capital investment through 
collaboration with Greater Philadelphia Cultural Alliance, Greater Pittsburgh Arts Council, the 
Heinz Endowments, the Pennsylvania Council on the Arts, and the William Penn Foundation. 
While Pew continues to house the project, these organizations are recognized as the core 
“Governing Group” of the entire project. Since its initial launch in Pennsylvania, the CDP has 
expanded into other states, including Arizona, California, the District of Columbia, Illinois, 
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, New York, Ohio, Rhode Island and Vermont. 
These are just efforts that have been made by its participating organizations; other organizations 
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such as NEFA have used the standardized CDP form to facilitate evaluations even on a national 
scale. Its growth and efficiency have been so significant that in the first quarter of the 2013 year, 
the CDP will operate as its own 501(c)(3) organization. Ultimately, the CDP is hoping to become 
the gold standard as a system that provides quantifiable evidence for funders and grant and 
policy makers that the culture and arts sector is indeed a vital part of any successful economy. 
Perhaps the most notable result of the CDP‟s efforts is demonstrated by a recent report 
indicating that Philadelphia has now emerged as the number one city in the nation in culture and 
arts employment. This sector contributes $3.3 billion to the local economy and boasts 44,000 
jobs. The city also returns $1 billion in household income to Philadelphia residents and an 
astounding $169 million in tax revenues to the state and local governments. What all these 
figures demonstrate is that the arts and culture sector is not just an important part of the economy 
in Philadelphia, it is the very foundation of it: ““In many places, culture is viewed as an 
amenity,” said Cultural Alliance President Tom Kaiden. “Here in Philadelphia, it‟s interwoven 
into the fabric of everything we do. Arts and culture is a vital regional asset that supports 
thousands of jobs, benefits business in every industry and helps grow our economy” (Greater 
Philadelphia Cultural Alliance, 2012). 
The CDP does not just track the spending of the organizations, either. Arts Alliance, 
Illinois (2012) showed that visitors who go to Chicago to see a cultural or arts performance end 
up spending, on average, two and a half times more than a local resident going to see the same 
show. Tourists spent $59.50 on average to attend an event whereas residents spent around 
$24.36. This tourism sector, shown to be a $2.2 billion industry, has proven to be the most 
significant facilitator for economic advancement in the city. The report also showed that contrary 
to popular belief, the tourists of Chicago are not necessarily older and wealthier, but the average 
visitor was less than 44 years old and earned less than $66,000 per year. As Ray Joy, Executive 
Director of Arts Alliance Illinois stated, “The arts sector puts people to work in Chicago and is a 
magnet for attracting talent, tourists, and investment to the city.” (Arts Alliance Illinois, 2012) 
In 2010, 0.87% of the US workforce worked in Nonprofit and Cultural Organizations. As 
shown in Figure 1, this was only second to elementary school teachers who comprised 1.1% of 
the workforce. It was estimated that nonprofit organizations spent about $61.1 billion in general 
spending in 2010. Approximately 4.1 million jobs are directly associated with the creative 
economy in the U.S. (Cultural Data Project Governing Group, 2011) 
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Figure 1: Cultural Data Project Governing Group, 2011 
 
The CDP also uses its own evaluation tool for their various economic analyses, called the 
Data Profile. The Data Profile is an 18 page form (see Appendix I) to systematically collect 
information on income, expenses, and organizational activities from participating organizations. 
The form has three separate sections for expenses. These include salaries and fringe, 
marketing expenses, and “all other” expenses. The “all other” category includes a large variety of 
expenses, such as maintenance fees, rentals, fundraising expenses, legal fees, supplies and so 
forth. Much of these fees serve as indicators and paint a slight picture of how the organizations 
contribute indirectly to the economy. By analogy, this indirect impact can be seen as costs 
incurred on a catering company‟s vendor by an event. The vendor must spend money to supply 
the catering company (who supplies their customers), and this value can be classified as indirect 
impact (Cultural Data Project Governing Group, 2011). Participating organizations for the 
various CDP projects vary depending on the conceptualization of the economy for that specific 
project, though most have drawn their participating organizations from public databases. In the 
case of Arts & Economic Prosperity III, the CDP‟s Data Profile was operationalized using data 
collected from organizations that were picked from the Urban Institute‟s National Taxonomy of 
Exempt Entity (NTEE) codes as a guideline. These organizations were described as “including 
those whose primary purpose is to promote appreciation for and understanding of the visual, 
performing, folk, and media arts. Public arts councils, public presenting facilities or institutions, 
and embedded organizations that have their own budget also were included if they play a 
substantial role in the cultural life of the community” (Americans for the Arts, 2005). 
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The CDP‟s evaluation tool allows users, namely arts and culture organizations, to 
structure their financial and operational data in various ways. Across the nation, 225 grant 
makers with more than 230 funding programs partner with the CDP to provide advocacy and 
financial backing. Arts and culture organizations in the participating states listed earlier have 
online access to the Data Profile, and even if all information being asked for is not applicable to 
a specific organization, the tool will still generate an accurate report with the data given. Once 
data collected via the Data Profile has been entered, the CDP allows users to instantly generate 
annual, trend, and comparison reports of their data (see Appendices II, III, and IV for example 
reports respectively). The arts and culture institutions that choose to participate do so primarily 
because they find it useful to see where they stand vis-à-vis other cultural organizations and to be 
able to say what contribution they are making to the economy. These data, as outlined by the 
CDP, are geared for three major groups within their target audience. The first cluster includes the 
cultural organizations themselves, with the intent that this CDP tool will help improve overall 
financial management and functionality of these institutions. The second group encompasses 
“researchers, advocates and policy makers” to better educate them and provide them with a 
quantifiable means of promoting the advancement of cultural institutions. Finally, the CDP 
targets grant makers to facilitate improved planning and evaluation of grant making decisions. 
New England Foundation for the Arts (NEFA) 
 NEFA was founded in 1976 to help strengthen the arts infrastructure at a regional level 
by supporting art programs. The mission of NEFA is to:  
Creatively support the movement of people, ideas, and resources in the arts within New England 
and beyond, make vital connections between artists and communities, and build the strength, 
knowledge, and leadership of the region's creative sector (NEFA.org). 
NEFA‟s programs have since expanded into the regional, national, and international level. NEFA 
does research to better the impact of the arts and supports communities through cultural 
opportunities (whether it be dance, theater, art, etc.) or by providing grants and access to high 
quality arts experiences. NEFA also helps by serving as a “middle-man” to help make 
organizations aware of various resources such as online tools, network building, and most 
importantly their three decades of research aimed at demonstrating the economic impacts of 
cultural institutions on their communities.  
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While the arts and cultural sector is not a defined industry in New England, there is a 
noticeable prominent cluster of organizations that share common interests and have a significant 
economic impact on the New England economy. Table 1 (NEFA, 2011) shows that these 18,026 
organizations generated an estimated 53,000 jobs as well as $3.7 billion in spending. That is 
about $1 billion more than the paper manufacturing industry in New England and almost as large 
as the gross product of the information data processing industry. The cultural sector also creates 
an estimated 8,000 more jobs than New England‟s food manufacturing industry as well and only 
3,500 less than the building construction industry. Should the arts and cultural sector be 
recognized as an official „sector‟ and ranked among those 46 already in the list created by the 
U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis for New England, it would rank 28
th
.  
 
Table 1: Number & Size of New England’s Nonprofit Arts & Cultural Organizations, 2009 (NEFA 2011) 
         
To quantify the impact of the creative economy on larger economies, NEFA distinguishes 
between three types of impacts: direct, indirect, and induced impacts. NEFA (2001, 6) defined 
direct impacts as organization expenses on employee salaries and purchases of products and 
services from vendors; indirect impacts are the purchases that the vendors make to service 
requests; induced impacts are spending by the employees of both the cultural organizations and 
their vendors. 
Americans for the Arts, in collaboration with MIG, Inc. and their Impact Analysis for 
Planning (IMPLAN®) economic model, laid out a way to calculate the indirect effects of these 
organizations in their study Arts & Economic Prosperity III (2007). This method is called an 
“Input-Output Analysis.” The whole point is to take the direct effects and determine how long 
the money will circulate in the local economy before it “leaks” out of the community. The theory 
Area Number of Organizations Spending Employment 
New England 18206 $3,680,008,106  53273 
Connecticut 3326 $624,894,139  9919 
Maine 2292 $261,795,444  5246 
Massachusetts 8125 $2,181,347,436  27102 
New Hampshire 1588 $139,104,582  2652 
Rhode Island 1163 $324,476,390  5165 
Vermont 1532 $148,390,115  3189 
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is that when one person buys something, the original seller uses the money to buy something 
else. This will keep happening until, as stated before, the money leaks out. The number of times 
the money exchanges hands cannot be found directly, so the indirect impact is calculated using 
the Economic Activity Multiplier. This multiplier applied to the  direct impacts (i.e., total income 
and expenses of the selected organizations to calculate the total estimated impact.  Indirect 
impacts are calculated by subtracting the direct impacts from the total calculated impact (Arts & 
Economic Prosperity III, 2007). Considering Company Y again, they may routinely spend 20% 
of their total earnings on paper, equating to $100,000. This paper company may then spend 
$20,000 on shipping and freight charges. The shipping company may then spend an additional 
$10,000 on fuel and maintenance for their vehicles. Ultimately, the original $100,000 
expenditure by Company Y became $130,000 being spent in the economy, giving Company Y a 
multiplier of 1.3. This same concept is applied to all of Company Y‟s related vendors to find the 
final multiplier for the company itself. 
  Figure 2 elaborates further on the spending by the cultural institutions of New England, 
differentiating between direct, indirect, and induced economic impacts. 
 
Figure 2: The Economic Impact of New England’s Nonprofit Arts & Culture Organizations, 2009 (Colgan 2011)
 
While the cultural institutions did have direct expenditures of $3.7 billion, this substantial 
contribution to the economy generated $2.2 billion and $2.5 billion in indirect and induced 
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impacts, respectively. Likewise, the presence of 53,270 jobs in the cultural sector equated to 
12,960 and 17,000 jobs generated by indirect and induced means.  Most importantly, the cultural 
institutions totaled an astounding $8.4 billion and 83,330 jobs in total impacts to the economy of 
New England, clearly demonstrating their value to a vibrant economy although they are not a 
defined occupational sector. 
 
                                         
Figure 3:The Economic Impact of Massachusetts’s Nonprofit Arts & Culture Organizations, 2009 (Colgan 2011)
 
Table 1 shows that of all states in New England Massachusetts has the largest number of cultural 
institutions (8,000) that spend more than $2 billion and provide 27,000 jobs. Figure 3 shows that 
$2.181 billion spent by these organizations generated $1.21 billion and $1.34 billion in indirect 
and induced impacts. Thus, as a whole, the cultural sector of Massachusetts generated $4.765 
billion in the state economy. Likewise, the impacts of the 27,102 jobs directly related to the 
cultural institutions were complemented by 6,365 and 9,910 indirect and induced jobs, totaling in 
42,378 jobs generated by the same sector in Massachusetts. 
NEFA uses a questionnaire survey to gather financial information on each of the arts and 
cultural organizations in the database. For organizations above the $25,000 filing requirement, 
these survey data are supplemented with data drawn from the 990 tax forms (New England‟s 
Creative Economy, 2006).  
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Nantucket Economy 
The Nantucket economy is dominated by tourism, which drives the retail and services 
sectors. Retail is a large part of the island economy partly because the seasonal visitors are 
mostly wealthy ((NPEDC), 2002). The summer period from June to Labor Day weekend is the 
primary tourist season, when retail businesses make around 80% of their earnings (Bowers, 
2008). 
 
Figure 4: Distribution of Jobs in Nantucket, 2000 (Massachusetts Division of Employment and Training, 2002) 
 
The retail and services sectors dominate the overall economy of Nantucket. Figure 4 reveals that, 
the retail sector provides the most jobs (34.6%) while 27.2% of jobs are in the service sector. The 
disproportionate size of these two sectors reflects the impacts of tourism on the island economy. 
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Figure 5: Local Employment Trends and Projections by Major Sector (1980-2020) (NPEDC, 2002)
 
 
 
Figure 5 shows that employment in the service and retail sectors is expected to grow faster than 
the other sectors in the foreseeable future, which means that the overall share of jobs in these 
sectors will continue to grow.  Thus, retailing and services will become increasingly dominant in 
the Nantucket economy. 
To understand the overall economy of Nantucket, one must look at the geographic layout 
of the island. The historic downtown area is the center of the tourism industry, with its hotels, 
restaurants, retailers, museums, and other cultural attractions (Urban Land Institute, 13), 
although there are many summer residences and rentals scattered around the island and the 
beaches are obviously a major draw for island visitors. The mid-island has become the center for 
year-long residents‟ needs, including health care, moderately priced retail outlets, services, and 
educational institutions (Urban Land Institute, 16). 
The downtown area serves “as the Island‟s governmental, civic, cultural, and religious 
center; key transportation hub; most significant neighborhood; and tourism epicenter” (Urban 
Land Institute, 13).  Thus, it comprises the cultural corridor.  However the downtown area is 
most active during the peak season with the surge of tourism, but it struggles in the off-season. 
In their Advisory Services Panel Report from 2008, the Urban Land Institute found that 
downtown is not as important in the daily lives of residents as it used to be, and they recommend 
measures to make it flourish. When they looked at the Island in 2008, the downtown area was 
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known for high rents, heavy traffic, and expensive seasonal stores, which were “threatening 
downtown‟s fragile ecosystem” (Urban Land Institute, 15). Their suggestions for fixing this 
problem included lowering the housing prices, providing more parking, and promoting more 
cultural and entertainment events (Urban Land Institute, 15). Similarly, the Nantucket Master 
plan finds that “[t]he arts on Nantucket increase tourism and is a key component of downtown 
revitalization and sustainability” (Nantucket Master Plan, 62). Downtown could prosper from 
more cultural activity that would draw residents there more often during the winter months. 
The cultural organizations on Nantucket have been diligently trying to follow ULI‟s 
recommendations and the reproaches of the Master Plan by providing more cultural activities, 
especially in the downtown area. The MMA is redeveloping a set of properties on Washington 
Street to include a new planetarium, aquarium, and natural history museum. The Dreamland 
Theatre has just opened on Water Street as a year-round film and performing arts center. Other 
cultural institutions, including the NHA, Atheneum, Artists Association of Nantucket, Nantucket 
Visitors Services and more form the cultural corridor in downtown Nantucket (a brief description 
of the six largest cultural organizations is included in Appendix V). 
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Methods 
 Most people understand that cultural organizations play an important role enhancing the 
quality of life in our communities, but few appreciate the substantial contributions that these 
organizations make to the larger economy. For example, in its most recent report the New 
England Foundation for the Arts (NEFA) found that the 8,125 non-profit cultural and arts 
organizations in Massachusetts contributed $2.2 million directly to the economy and provided 
jobs for more than 27,000 people in 2009 (NEFA 2011).  As such, this sector plays a role that is 
as large as the information and data processing services or the food-manufacturing sector. In 
recent years, cultural organizations are feeling pressured to demonstrate not only their 
contributions in terms of quality of life, but also their contributions in basic economic terms. 
Unfortunately, it can be difficult to estimate and quantify the indirect and direct impacts 
that the cultural and arts organizations have in the community.  Many researchers and 
organizations have tried to develop systematic methods to track and compute the direct and 
indirect impacts, including NEFA and the Cultural Data Project, which was started by the Pew 
Foundation. The goal of this project was to conduct a systematic appraisal of the contributions 
made to the local economy by the arts and cultural organizations on Nantucket. The project team 
identified five objectives to complete.  The team reviewed the development of the concepts of 
the creative and cultural economies, calculated direct impacts on the Nantucket economy, 
calculated indirect and induced impacts on the Nantucket economy, developed and utilized data 
collection tools for future use by the examined organizations on Nantucket, and made 
recommendations to the organizations. The literature review below traces the development of 
some of the theoretical conceptions of the cultural and creative economies and the methods used 
to assess the direct and indirect impacts. The methods section describes how the group developed 
and applied a systematic assessment of these economic impacts and related them to the larger 
Nantucket economy. 
Goals 
The overarching goal of our project was to evaluate the impact of Nantucket‟s cultural 
economy on the larger economy of the island itself. We identified and accomplished the 
following objectives:  
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(1) Reviewed the development of the concepts of the creative of cultural economy;  
(2) Calculated direct impacts on the Nantucket economy;  
(3) Calculated indirect and induced impacts on the Nantucket economy;  
(4) Developed data collection tools for future use by organizations on Nantucket; and,  
(5) Made recommendations to the organizations.  
 
In this chapter we discuss each of these objectives and explain the tasks necessary to achieve 
them.  
Objective 1: Review the Development of the Concepts ‘Creative’ vs. ‘Cultural’ 
Economy 
In the literature review above, we discussed the history and development of the 
theoretical conceptions of „creative‟ and „cultural‟ economy (e.g., see Maloney (2011) and 
Markusen (2008)). We also examined how different researchers have tried to „operationalize‟ 
these definitions in order to analyze the contributions that cultural organizations make to the 
economy as a whole. Two of the foremost efforts detailing the impact of cultural institutions on 
the larger economy include projects currently being carried out by NEFA and the Cultural Data 
Project (CDP). We adopted some of the NEFA and CDP data collection and analytical 
approaches, which were tailored to match the needs and ambitions of our project sponsors as 
well as the particulars of the Nantucket context.  
Objective 2: Calculate Direct Impacts on the Nantucket Economy  
As noted in the literature review, the direct impacts that cultural organizations have on 
the local economy are usually considered to be direct expenditures on items such as salaries and 
a wide array of goods and services that these organizations purchase in the community. 
Information on these expenditures can be obtained from a variety of sources, such as annual 
reports and the 990 tax forms that non-profit 501 (c)(3) organizations are required to file. 
Unfortunately, these sources do not breakdown these different expenditures in sufficient detail to 
allow a more fine-grained analysis. The CDP therefore uses a lengthy form that is sent to 
participating organizations annually (See Appendix I). We reviewed this form with our sponsors 
on Nantucket to identify those items that are deemed to be most important; items that are not 
considered important were discarded in order to create a shorter and more manageable data 
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collection instrument. The cultural organizations on Nantucket would like to use this form to 
collect information on an ongoing basis beyond the period of this project, so we had to be sure 
the form collects the necessary information without being too onerous. If the form and data 
collection process are too cumbersome, then it‟s likely that many of the cultural organizations 
will refuse to participate or will give only partial responses, making future renditions of the form 
less than comprehensive. After discussions with the sponsors, the modified CDP form was made 
into a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet.  
Perhaps the most notable difference between the group‟s revised CDP document 
(Appendix VIII) and the original CDP form (Appendix I) was the consolidation of the original 
eleven sections into just nine. Section 1 of the original document (Organizational Information), 
while it did collect relevant information such as organizational mission statements and 
accounting methods, was not relevant to the purposes of our project and as such we kept only the 
organizations‟ names, contact information, and number of board members. The changes made to 
Section 2 were minimal; we chose to remove just the “Per audit” values in an effort to keep all 
values collected as only gross and net values as values resulting from an audit may vary between 
organizations depending on who audited them. Section 3 of the document, which details the 
revenue streams of the organizations, was broken into two separate sections for earned and 
contributed revenue, respectively. While much of the questions inquiring into earned revenue 
were kept the same, the group consolidated collected revenue into just three subsections: 
Government grants, fundraising revenue, and contributions excluding fundraising events. While 
the original CDP inquired into government contracts and much more detailed information 
regarding grants, the organizations were unwilling to disclose any government grants so the 
group decided it was better for them to only report total amounts. The group felt this breakdown 
was most effective for clearly demonstrating where exactly the revenue was stemming from and 
was also a simple value for the organizations to report. Section 5 was also kept the same for the 
most part; the only change being that the group decided to compound worker‟s compensation, 
disability, and health benefits as one value. Sections 6 and 7 of the CDP document detailed all 
expenses by the organizations and listed marketing expenses as their own section (Section 7). 
The group also categorized these two sections as one. Much of the same headings were kept, 
with the exception of certain values such as broadcasting fees, honoraria, conference expenses, 
and public relations, which were all discarded. These were either nonexistent for the 
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organizations or already accounted for in other expenses. Additionally, expenses that would only 
apply to a minority of the organizations such as contracting fees, collections expenses, and artist 
commissions were removed and included in the “other expenses” category. These “other” 
expenses are broken down in Figure 9 and Figure 10. The next section in the CDP breaks down 
the total balances of the organization, and the only changes the group made were to remove any 
values pertaining to non-current assets and liabilities. As these values do not pertain to the fiscal 
year being analyzed, they were not impacting the economy in the period being analyzed and 
were not relevant to our purposes. Section 9 of the CDP discusses the investment activity of the 
organizations in great detail, differentiating between board designated endowments, term 
endowments, restricted endowments, and finally “other” endowments. After meetings with the 
organizations, it was expressed that the differentiation between investments detailed in the CDP 
was not consistent with how the organizations tracked their investments, and as such the group 
decided to track gross investment income, investment income loss, and a net value for total 
investment income. Section 10 of the CDP was entirely discarded. This section detailed the loans 
of the organizations, and this was a topic that was either irrelevant to our sponsors or was a topic 
too sensitive for them to disclose for our purposes. Finally, all of Section 11 of the CDP 
document was kept for the group‟s project, the only values discarded were those asking for 
median or average values (i.e. median admission price, average tuition) simply because this was 
a number that could be calculated easily by the group without having to ask the organizations to 
take that extra step. Furthermore, the group discarded average media content price, and those 
questions regarding capital campaigns, as these did not apply to most organizations.  
  Although direct input into an Access data entry form would simplify the data entry 
process and might reduce errors, we decided that the cultural organizations may resist such an 
option if they do not have the staff who can maintain that type of system in the future. Therefore, 
the Excel format of the CDP form proved to be the best method for data collection. The group 
identified the cultural organizations to be included in the analysis, determined the period of data 
to be included, and developed the protocols for handling the financial information. As noted in 
Appendix VI, there are 38 cultural organizations on Nantucket according to the NEFA 
definitions. Our sponsors included the Maria Mitchell Association, Nantucket Historical 
Association, Dreamland Foundation, Artists Association of Nantucket, Nantucket Visitors 
Services, and the Nantucket Atheneum. Evidently, the sponsors represent an important but 
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partial sample of all cultural organizations on the island. We discussed with the sponsors whether 
this initial analysis should focus on just the sponsoring organizations or if they should include 
other cultural organizations as well. Ultimately, it was determined that the analysis should only 
involve those organizations mentioned previously that form the „cultural corridor‟ of Nantucket. 
Preliminary data was collected to begin filling out some of the details needed for the data 
collection tool. This data comprised mostly of available 990 forms and annual reports from the 
sponsoring organizations.  
The CDP‟s method for presenting the data seemed very feasible for this project. The 
Annual Report gives comprehensive analysis and breakdown of all costs. An example may be 
seen in Appendix II. The comparison report is helpful to compare the institutions to one another 
and gauge the impact relative to each other. An example of a comparison report can be found in 
Appendix IV.  
After arriving on site, further data collection was facilitated through meetings with key 
staff members at each organization. In our case, these meetings were held with individuals who 
have access to an organization‟s budget or financial information. This entailed a varying number 
of meetings, sometimes with the same people, as well as the perusal of appropriate financial 
records. Each organization categorized and stored their information differently, and as such the 
group drew the pertinent data from these records and entered them into our modified form. Any 
data as well as interpretations drawn from these records was made known to the individual 
organization before it was integrated into our project. We met with each organization 
individually to discuss their data spreadsheets after we had completed them. Since some of the 
data collected was sensitive financial information, the group discussed with sponsors and each 
organization about how they would like anonymity to be kept when the data was presented. It 
was concluded that the data would only be presented aggregately, so nothing was made known of 
each individual organization‟s financial data. 
Objective 3: Calculate Indirect and Induced Impacts on the Nantucket Economy  
The only way that the indirect impact could ever be measured without any speculation, is 
if the group followed every single dollar spent over a long period of time by everyone in 
Nantucket. At some point, there has to be some speculation. Once the group gathered all of the 
appropriate data to evaluate the direct economy, we used it to calculate the indirect impacts. We 
took on an “Input-Output Analysis” similar to most past studies discussed in the literature review 
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to calculate the indirect effects of the economy. An ideal economic impact model to calculate 
these effects is the IMPLAN® model, which is same tool that NEFA used in its evaluation. 
However, due to monetary restrictions, the group was unable to utilize IMPLAN®. However, 
NEFA does host an “Impact Calculator” on their CultureCount website that is embedded with the 
IMPLAN® model. The Impact Calculator already has data collected until 2003 broken down 
into the appropriate impacts and also stated that their only source of data collection was the 990 
forms for that year. The group had access to these forms, so they were collected and compared to 
the 2011 990 forms that were already distributed to the group. The Impact Calculator allows for 
the input of a “proposed change” in expenditure for organizations on Nantucket, so the 
difference between the two years‟ expenditures was calculated and inputted as a proposed 
change. The calculator took the changes into account and output new impact data, effectively 
allowing the group to utilize IMPLAN® to a limited degree.   
In order to get a good idea of the induced impacts, section 9 (Staff & Non-Staff Statistics 
section) on page 9 of the revised CDP survey was used, seen in Appendix VIII . Once the group 
determined how many people are involved in the organization as well as gauged visitors‟ 
spending while on the island, the induced impacts were determined.  
Objective 4: Develop Data Collection Tools for Future use by Organizations on 
Nantucket  
The group modified the form that the Cultural Data Project used after having collected 
the initial data from the organizations. The group omitted a large portion of this form because it 
was not relevant for the needs of the sponsors. The revised CDP form can be found in Appendix 
VIII and was made available to the participating organizations in an Excel spreadsheet for future 
data gathering. 
The group developed visitor survey evaluation tools for the cultural organizations to use 
in the future to gauge the value that residents and non-residents place on the cultural institutions. 
Both a survey for residents of the island and general visitors to Nantucket were created. These 
were based on those surveys discussed in the Literature Review, such as from the El Paso 
project. The final draft of the Visitors Survey can be seen in Appendix X. The evaluation tool for 
visitors collected pertinent data for the organizations such as visitor‟s ages, geographic locations, 
reasons for visiting, and money spent while visiting. The Final draft Residents Survey can be 
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found in Appendix IX. This survey was designed as a tool to measure how much value the 
residents and visitors of Nantucket place on the cultural organizations. The organizations were 
particularly concerned with gauging the interest of a “Nanticket”, or rather one all-access pass to 
multiple cultural institutions on the island.   As such, the surveys gathered demographic data 
(age, gender, place of residence), as well as data that could serve as a quantifiable means to 
demonstrate what exactly the value being placed on the organizations is. This included whether 
they had attended any programs or were members at the organizations in question, how many 
times they‟ve visited, as well as how strongly they felt the organizations‟ presence contributed 
not only to their life on the island but also to the vibrancy of downtown Nantucket as a whole. 
The surveys also inquired as to which factors may have played a part in the participants‟ 
decisions to frequent the institutions, whether it may be price or availability (many organizations 
close during the offseason). Following more detailed discussions with the sponsors, we decided 
to create both surveys in paper and online/web formats. Ultimately the idea of an online Google 
survey seemed most appealing since this would easily allow visitors/residents to fill them out 
online or to have volunteers/staff use tablets to interview respondents.  Either way the data is 
entered directly into a spreadsheet and the institutions do not have to take the time entering data. 
This gave the sponsors more flexibility for future administration of these surveys so that they 
could use whatever best suited their needs.  
Initially the group planned to pre-test both visitors and residents surveys at the 
sponsoring organizations, however following many discussions with the sponsors, it was decided 
that alternative locations would be more successful given that it was the “off-season” for most 
organizations and there may be alternative locations on the island that may generate more traffic 
from residents and visitors. While we had originally planned to survey most residents at 
Nantucket‟s only major grocery store Stop & Shop, after a trial period it was clear that the 
turnover rate at this location was too low to yield significant numbers of participants in a 
reasonable period of time (patrons were often in a rush to get home). The group also noticed that 
the sample pool varied greatly depending on the location and time of the day when surveying.  
We revised our sampling approach accordingly and focused our pre-testing locations outside the 
Whaling Museum and the Hyline and Steamship Authority terminals. This was done for two 
days. The group looked at visitor‟s responses to check for clarity and comprehensibility with 
regard to which questions caused confusion and inaccurate responses. The group determined 
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that, especially with regard to the matrix setup in the Resident‟s Survey, the surveys are best 
administered by one person who asks and marks the responses. Although the survey does allow 
for easier composite data gathering, participants often took more time than they would like to 
understand the format and answer the questions. This bypasses any confusion with the syntax of 
the survey that may arise among participants and also allows the administrator of the survey to 
easily clarify any confusion by interviewees. After this pre-testing, the group modified the 
survey following further brainstorming with sponsors.  The group then did a more extensive pre-
test to ensure the instruments worked well and were collecting the information deemed most 
useful to the sponsors. The surveys are intended to be given out by the organizations during the 
summer of 2013 to visitors and residents of the Island. 
Objective 5: Recommendations  
Once the project was carried out, the group presented its final evaluation on the overall 
research question, which encompassed some set of conclusions about the economic value of the 
cultural organizations on Nantucket. This included any major interpretations of the data as well 
as any recommendations for the organizations to continue measuring their impact on the total 
economy. The group also explained how it decided to interpret the collected data as well as the 
final evaluation tool so that the organizations have the capability to collect data themselves in the 
future. After final discussions with the sponsors, the group made recommendations on how to 
best modify the tools so each organization can continue collecting data in the future. 
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Findings 
Based on the data collected from the 990 forms using the modified CDP form, the team 
developed estimates of aggregate expenses and revenues for the participating organizations.  
Using the total expense data we used the NEFA Culture Count calculator to generate estimates 
of the indirect and induced impacts in 2003 and 2011.  To better gauge the distribution of on 
and off-island contributions to the economy, we conducted a detailed analysis of spending on 
goods and services from the top 20 vendors for each institution. Finally, we present the initial 
findings from an extended pre-test of the two survey instruments developed to gather 
information from residents and visitors.  
Figure 6 and Table 3, show that the organizations spent roughly $9.5 million in 2011, 
including $4 million (42%) on salaries and fringe, $1.7 million (18%) in miscellaneous fees, $1.5 
million (16%) in occupancy fees, $1.4 million (15%) on depreciation, and $950,000 (10%) on 
other organizational expenses. The category „additional fees‟ used on the 990 form includes a 
variety of items detailed in Figure 7 and Table 4.  
 
Figure 6: Distribution of Individual Expenses  
 
 
Salaries and 
Fringe, 
$3,624,522  
42% 
Additional Fees, 
$1,480,903  
17% 
Occupancy, 
$1,429,745  
16% 
Depreciation, 
depletion, and 
interest, 
$1,387,837 
16% 
Organizational 
Expenses, 
$776,359 
 9% 
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Table 2: Distribution of Individual Expenses 
 
Figure 7: The Composition of "Additional Fees"   
 
Table 3: "Additional Expenses" Distribution 
Motor Vehicles, 
Collection Expense, 
Contracted Services, 
$598,139  
Professional Fees 
(legal, accounting, 
consulting), $462,538  
Supplies 
and 
books, 
$148,190  
Events and Programs, 
$112,728  
Utilities, $48,823  
Workshop 
Teachers, $38,207  
Equipment Rental, 
$31,570  
Dues and 
Subscriptions, $22,384  
Telephone, $18,324  
Expenditure Amount Spent Percentage 
Salaries and Fringe $3,624,522  42% 
Additional Fees $1,480,903  17% 
Occupancy $1,429,745  16% 
Depreciation and Interest $1,387,837  16% 
Organizational Expenses $776,359  9% 
Total $8,699,366  
 
Expenditure Amount Spent Percentage 
Motor Vehicles, Collection Expense, Contracted Services $598,139  40% 
Professional Fees (legal, accounting, consulting) $462,538  31% 
Supplies and books $148,190  10% 
Events and Programs $112,728  8% 
Utilities $48,823  3% 
Workshop Teachers $38,207  3% 
Equipment Rental $31,570  2% 
Dues and Subscriptions $22,384  2% 
Telephone $18,324  1% 
   Total $1,480,903  
 
 24 
While these expenses are also a compilation of much smaller values, professional fees 
and contracted services, motor vehicles, and collection expenses presented themselves as two 
major subsections. The professional fees include primarily consulting fees, as well as accounting 
and legal fees. 
Figure 8: Distribution of Organizational Expenses 
 
“Other organizational expenses” are broken down in Figure 8 and Table 5.  Postage and 
printing, advertising, insurance, and production costs account for $570,000 (59%) of the 
organizational expenses.  
 
Table 4: Distribution of organizational expenses 
Expenditure Amount Spent Percentage 
Audit/Bank/Credit Card fees $42,496  5% 
Traveling $46,462  6% 
Office Expenses $52,478  7% 
Repairs & Maintenance $70,903  9% 
Advertising, Marketing, and Promotion $77,426  10% 
Artist Commision Fees $82,213  11% 
Production/Exhibition Costs $125,519  16% 
Insurance $129,602  17% 
Postage, Printing, Shipping $149,260  19% 
Total Organizational Expenses $776,359  
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Finally, Figure 9 delves into the total expense distribution of the cultural institutions by 
the three major 990 form categorizations: Program Service Expenses, Management and General 
Expenses, and Fundraising Expenses.  
 
Figure 9: Total Expense Distribution by 990 Categorization 
 
 
 
Table 5: Total Expense Distribution by 990 Categorization 
Expenditure Amount Spent Percentage 
Program Service Expenses $6,209,894  71% 
Management and General Expenses $1,488,107  17% 
Fundraising Expenses $1,001,365  12% 
Total $8,699,366  
  
At the group discussions, the sponsors were in agreement that these figures represented 
their expenditures accurately, with two of the sponsors saying that their particular organization‟s 
fundraising expenditure came out to be about 12% - 13%. 
Program Service 
Expenses, 71% 
Management and 
General Expenses, 
17% 
Fundraising 
Expenses, 
12% 
Total Expense Distribution 
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Government Grants, 
$859,939  
Fundraising events, 
$1,921,321  
Contributions 
excluding 
Fundraising Events, 
$6,340,321  
When analyzing the revenue streams of the institutions, the group decided to separate the 
collectively earned revenue and the contributed revenue because the contributions made up the 
majority of the institutions‟ revenue. 
Figure 10: Contributed Revenue 
 
Table 6: Contributed Revenue 
Source of Revenue  Amount Percentage 
Government Grants $859,939  9% 
Fundraising events $1,921,321  21% 
Contributions excluding Fundraising Events $6,340,321  70% 
Total $9,121,581  
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Figure 11: Collective Earned Revenue
 
 
Table 7: Collective Earned Revenue 
Revenue Type          Amount Earned                        Percentage 
Programs, Ticket sales, Tuitions, 
Workshops, Lecture Fees 
$1,070,094  38% 
Investment income (as well as Interest 
& Dividends) 
$668,945  24% 
Membership Dues/Fees $534,395  19% 
Rental Income $350,196  12% 
Net sales of inventory (gift shop, 
gallery, publications, etc.) 
$178,000  6% 
Total $2,801,630    
 
In total the contributions, gifts, and grants generated $13,548,485 for the sponsoring 
organizations and their collective earned revenue totaled $2,944,915.  The “contributions 
excluding fundraising events” is evidently the largest source of revenue and comprises a variety 
Programs, Ticket 
sales, Tuitions, 
Workshops, Lecture 
Fees, $1,070,094  
Investment income 
(as well as Interest 
& Dividends), 
$668,945  
Membership 
Dues/Fees, 
$534,395  
Rental Income, 
$350,196  
Net sales of 
inventory (gift shop, 
gallery, 
publications, etc.), 
$178,000  
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of items including business grants, corporation grants, and individual donations.  On the other 
hand, the fundraising revenue is perhaps lower than might be expected and expressed as a net 
value per the recommendations of the 990 methodology. The way that fundraising revenue is 
reported in the 990 is such that the only revenue counted as fundraising are those from 
underwriting and ticket sales to the fundraising events. As a whole, contributions of various 
types comprise 70% of the aggregated revenue (Figure 10).  Figure 11 shows the largest 
proportion (38%) of earned revenue comes from program fees and sales. 
Figure 12: Major Economic Activities of the Cultural Corridor, 2003 & 2011 
 
Figure 12 details various economic activities of the Cultural Corridor, comparing the total 
revenue, expenses, contributions, and net assets of the institutions from 2003 and 2011. These 
data exclude the Dreamland Foundation, which was not established until 2008. Total 
expenditures by the organizations into the economy have risen by about 61%, with revenue 
seeing an increase of about 18% total contributions increasing by 161%, and net assets by 39%.   
 
Direct, Indirect, and Induced Impacts 
The direct impacts of the organizations are defined as being exactly equal to the 
expenditure of the organizations into the economy. Following primary data collection from 990 
forms and annual reports, as well as follow up data verification with all sponsors, this value was 
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found to be $9,549,529, experiencing a notable increase from $7,410,440 in 2003. To derive the 
indirect and induced impacts, a complex economic model must be used, in our case the 
IMPLAN® model is most practical and is utilized by NEFA in a number of their reports.  
However, IMPLAN® is not available to the group due to monetary restrictions, but NEFA 
utilizes the IMPLAN® model by embedding it into their online “Impact Calculator” on their 
CultureCount website. The only data needed for the impact calculator is from line 18 (total 
expenses) of the 990 form. Estimates of the impacts of the cultural organizations on Nantucket 
are available through the NEFA website, but only for 2003.  Nevertheless, by using 2003 and 
2011 data from the 990 forms, the team was able to generate estimates of impacts in 2011 using 
the “Impact Calculator”. To account for inflation/deflation, the group used Consumer Price 
Indexes (CPI) provided by the US Bureau of Labor Statistics as well as the direct ratio between 
these indexes to convert 2011 expenditure into alternate units (in the group‟s case these units 
were 2003 dollars). This value was entered into the Impact Calculator to calculate the impact this 
“proposed change” generated in the economy based on the model assumptions and multipliers 
already embedded into the site through IMPLAN®. Although it is a roundabout method that 
produced approximations rather than exact numbers, it ultimately produced a solid understanding 
of how the cultural organizations of Nantucket impacted the larger economy. 
Due to a licensing agreement between NEFA, the National Center for Charitable 
Statistics, and MIG, Inc., the Impact Calculator cannot display the various impacts based on 
income in the Nantucket community; it is the core of the IMPLAN® model itself and the 
agreement is in place to protect the free utilization of such proprietary data. However, the 
calculator does output one value for total impact of income in the community, as well as a 
breakdown of employment impact, or how many jobs were supported based on the average 
weekly income in the community.  
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Figure 13: Estimated Employment Impacts of the Cultural Corridor, 2003 & 2011
 
 
Figure 13 compares the various economic employment impacts of the Cultural Corridor 
of Nantucket. In 2003, the participating organizations generated the equivalent of 88 jobs 
directly, with an additional equivalent of 17 jobs through induced and indirect impacts.  
Generated the equivalent of 113 jobs directly and the equivalent of 20 additional jobs in 
Nantucket through indirect and induced effects. 
Top Vendors 
In order to see how these organizations directly impacted the community, the group asked 
each organization to make a list of their top 20 vendors both on and off island.  The group then 
categorized each individual set of vendors to look for consistent types of spending.  These 
numbers will differ from the other results mentioned, because these values only include the top 
venders to each organization independently.  For some of the organization, their energy bills 
were among the top 20, while others had higher spending in other areas, so not to include their 
energy bills.  The group wanted to get a general idea of how much the organizations spend on-
island vs. off-island.  For a more accurate percentage/value, every vendor an organization uses 
would have to be broken down like this.  These figures just represent where the organizations 
spend the majority of their money. 
After evaluating the 990 forms from all of the cultural organizations and compiling the 
data into the modified CDP form, the group found the total expenses of all the organizations was  
$8,699,366.  Of that spending, $2,034,019 was towards the collective top 20 vendors.  When 
looking at how much of that spending is off island vs. on island, 55% is off island.  The four 
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cultural organizations collectively spend $1,119,869 off island towards their major vendors as 
can be seen in Figure 14 below.  The figure is organized by total expenditures from the smallest 
to largest.  The organizations try and support as many on island vendors as possible, but since 
Nantucket is such a small island, it is unrealistic to get everything on island.  For example, when 
the Maria Mitchell needs formaldehyde, there is no Nantucket warehouse that would sell it.  This 
goes for all of the cultural organizations, especially when it come to maintenance and repairs.  
All four organizations go to a local printing company, but have to go off island for all the major 
printing jobs, just because it is not plausible to do it on island.    
Figure 14: Top 20 Vendors Categorized Comparison of On Island Vs. Off Island by Percentages 
 
 
The largest two vending categories for the top vendors were insurance and utilities.  
Insurance was the largest expenditure category and was broken down by property insurance and 
health insurance.  Since all of the organizations have so many employees collectively, health 
insurance makes up 84% of the insurance expenses.  All of the organizations went off island for 
their major insurance purchases, presumably because of the price and availability of appropriate 
insurance policies and packages.  Something to keep in mind, is although the insurance company 
is based off-island and the bill from the organization is sent off-island, some of that money 
comes back on-island when an employees goes to the Nantucket hospital.   
Of the utilities expenses, just more than half are on-island.  As previously stated, the 
organizations try and support the local businesses as much as possible, but when dealing with the 
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larger organizations, they have to use National Grid or other off-island sources that can handle 
delivering enough power to sustain each building. 
Expenditures on contractors account for the third largest expenditure category ($0.16 
million) of the vendors, and 81% of spending is off island.  As shown in Figure 15, only 
construction and property services (i.e., landscaping) are contracted on island, and all other 
categories of vendors are primarily off island, but those two make up majority of the contractor 
expenses. 
Figure 15: Spending on Contractors
 
 
Even though majority of the spending is off-island, most of the vendors (46) are on island 
while only 34 were off island.  Of those 46 vendors, 35 were unique.  As stated before, the 
cultural organizations try to use vendors on island whenever possible, but for many of the bigger 
expenditures off-island vendors may be the only available option or they may be so much 
cheaper that cash-strapped cultural organizations have little choice.  Increasingly, goods and 
services are being purchased through the internet, and these purchases are invariably off island.  
In some cases, the cultural organizations work closely with a vendor and after years of 
developing a good relationship, the vendor might move off of the island.  The working 
relationship remains, but the business is now centered out of the community.  Rather than finding 
a new vendor on island, with the purchaser may prefer to maintain an established relationship. 
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Survey Evaluation Tools 
Initially, the surveys were intended to gather information on how much island residents 
and visitors spent when they visited various organizations across the island.  The surveys were to 
be distributed primarily at programs being hosted by these organizations. The initial draft survey 
instrument intended for these purposes can be found in Appendix VII.   
Once the group developed the two initial surveys, they were pretested for two days at the 
local grocery store as well as in front of the Whaling Museum, located in downtown Nantucket 
as well as one block from the Steamship Authority ferry terminal. The group noticed quickly that 
the sample pool at Stop & Shop was not only too narrow (most were elderly individuals), but 
also that the response rate was too low to be practical, as most people who were asked to 
participate were in a rush to get home after they did their shopping. The group had much better 
results on Broad Street in front of the Whaling Museum, gathering a noticeably more diverse 
sample pool, as well as much more visitors headed to the ferry. Also, a combination of 
administration techniques were used, as some participants were more keen to take it themselves 
whereas others were also content just answering questions being asked of them. Eight pretest 
surveys were conducted and the results were analyzed by the group and then discussed with the 
sponsors.  
The project team and representatives of the participating organizations discussed issues 
regarding the survey administration. These discussions involved: 
 Whether the survey should be conducted in-person or self-administered, and whether the 
survey could be made available online; 
  How the survey should be administered by participating organizations, using volunteers 
or staff on the street and at key venues, such as the ferry terminals;  
 How should the survey protocols distinguish between visitors and residents?  For 
example, is a seasonal resident who spends 2 months on island a „visitor‟ or a „resident‟; 
 How will the survey data be stored? Should the survey be distributed online, all data will 
be transferred directly to a Microsoft Excel file. All data collected from in-person surveys 
would have to be manually entered into the same database; 
 Can the surveys be presented differently in the online format as opposed to print? The 
print version of the surveys allows for the use of matrices and “skipping”, will the online 
formats allow the same capabilities? 
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 How large of a sample pool is enough to consider the results of the surveys accurate and 
relevant? 
The group determined that, for in-person survey administration, the best method to screen 
between visitors and residents was through verbal means. The survey administrator would 
simply ask if the individual was a resident who spent more than six months on the island and if 
not they were considered a visitor. As far as the data collection is concerned, this step would be 
bypassed by online surveys; the data is instantaneously transferred to an online database. If the 
surveys were to be taken in-person, they could be administered on a computer tablet (effectively 
bypassing the step once again), or in print, where the administrator would then have to manually 
aggregate data afterwards. Ultimately, the project team decided that a mixed-method approach to 
survey administration would be best suited for this evaluation. While the group‟s online Google 
surveys are straightforward and can be taken at the participant‟s leisure, in-person administration 
also allows for personal clarification on any questions and alleviates survey fatigue. The online 
surveys could be distributed online to the organizations‟ constituents via their mailing lists and in 
person at various key venues. This would satisfy both the need for a more sizeable sample pool 
as well as ensure that this sample pool is as diverse as possible. The online surveys can be 
viewed in Appendix XI and Appendix XII. 
The project team and representatives of participating organizations also discussed issues 
regarding the content and types of questions. 
 What is the best way to efficiently collect data regarding all cultural institutions, rather 
than just asking individual questions (check all that apply, charts, matrix)? 
 How will the survey inquire into pertinent qualitative data that the sponsors expressed 
interest in? For example, how will the survey gauge what participants think the 
organizations contribute to the vitality of downtown Nantucket, how involved they are in 
daily life on the island, and how much they impact an individual‟s decision to live on the 
island? 
 What information should be collected from residents, and what should be collected from 
visitors? 
  Should the survey ask how much a visitor spent in a day, week or month? What is the 
correct way to gauge the spending of the typical Nantucket visitor? 
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  How could the survey best elicit useful information about the value of a multi-
institutional pass (“Nanticket”)? 
The team ultimately formatted the two surveys differently from one another. The resident‟s 
survey was utilized mainly as a means for participants to elaborate on their past experiences with 
the sponsoring cultural institutions. Questions on the resident‟s survey were formatted in three 
ways: using a matrix of questions associated with the institutions, a table of statements using a 
Likert scale, and one open response question. The final draft of the resident‟s survey can be seen 
in Appendix IX. While the matrix collected mostly quantitative data (how many institutions the 
average resident is a member of, how many times they‟ve visited, etc.), the Likert scale collected 
qualitative data. These included how strongly participants felt price was a factor in their 
decisions to frequent the organizations, how strongly they feel the presence of these institutions 
impact the vibrancy of downtown Nantucket, as well as their interest in the possibility of a 
“Nanticket”, or rather some form of all-access pass to multiple institutions that could be offered 
at a reduced price, should interest be high enough.  As far as participants for the visitor‟s survey 
were concerned, the organizations wanted to use this tool as a way to familiarize themselves with 
the typical Nantucket visitor and how they associate themselves with the cultural organizations 
of the island. This was done by collecting data on where the participant comes from (home zip 
code), how much they spend on various expenses while on island (tickets to a movie/museum, 
food, overnight accommodations), and their interest, as well how much they would be willing to 
pay, in the Nanticket as well. 
After the final draft of the two surveys was completed, the group did a more extensive 
pre-test at the post office and once again on Broad Street near the Whaling Museum and ferry 
terminal. 28 Visitor‟s Surveys and 31 Resident‟s Surveys were collected. Throughout the 
extended pre-testing, the group found that the matrix portion of the residents‟ survey was 
creating most of the discrepancies. The second statement on the matrix; “I visited each 
organization X times in the past year” was sometimes misunderstood, and a few responders put 
checks for each of the organizations instead of numbers indicating their number of visits to each 
organization. Similarly, with the third statement “I attended a program at these organizations” 
where the responding residents were supposed to check all that apply, some instead wrote in the 
number of times they‟d attended a program.  These were the main problems that came up within 
the survey; however the group recognized that the survey was meant to be administered in 
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person not self-administered. The matrix font is too small for elderly respondents to comfortably 
read, and the format is somewhat confusing, therefore this survey is best administered by another 
person.  The visitors‟ survey did not cause any confusion in terms of inaccurate responses. The 
group decided this survey was best taken by self-administration because it‟s straightforward, 
although some of the surveys completed during this extended pre-test phase were administered 
by members of the group. Either way was successful, but after looking at the data and results, the 
group believes that this survey can effectively be self-administered by survey-takers.  
 Through the analysis of the testing done for the Residents‟ Survey, the group found the 
resulting trends that they found relevant; the average person who took this survey was a member 
at 1.74 of the 5 organizations listed in the matrix. This is most likely because some residents who 
responded to the survey weren‟t members at any of the organizations, and some were members at 
multiple organizations. The second page of the survey is made up of six statements that are to be 
ranked on a scale of 1(strongly disagree) to 5(strongly agree) and an open-ended question about 
the organizations. The statement of “Price is a significant factor as to whether or not I visit these 
cultural institutions.” had an average answer of 3.17 from our data collection. The group believes 
that this was because most respondents either were not concerned with price very much and put a 
„1‟, or they were somewhat concerned and put a „4‟ or „5‟, causing the average to be in the 
middle of these numbers. The average number chosen for the statement “I would purchase and 
utilize a year round family pass to these cultural organizations.” was 3.75; therefore most 
respondents would be interested in this type of a pass if the organizations were to create one. The 
average ranking given for the statement “The cultural institutions do a good job of catering to an 
audience of all ages, interests, and backgrounds.” was 4.33. This was impressive because most 
respondents ranked this statement with either a „4‟ or „5‟; therefore the sampling of residents the 
group questioned believed that the five organizations were doing a remarkable job catering to all 
audiences on Nantucket. This testing of the Residents‟ Survey revealed useful data that will be 
beneficial to the organizations for future use. 
The Visitors‟ Survey data presented below in Figure 16 shows the average amount of 
money spent by those visiting the Island for one week or less; 
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Figure 16: Average Money Spent by Visitors (one week or less) 
 
 
No noticeable trends were seen between the whether the visitors went to cultural 
organizations or not and their spending patterns. However, this is likely due to the number of 
surveys collected during the extended pre-test. It is noticeable that the average for visitor 
spending on tickets for a movie or museum was $116.28, because museums or movies at a 
theater such as the Dreamland Theater are considered cultural organizations.  The visitors‟ 
highest spending average was on overnight accommodations, at $236. There was no trend seen 
between the visitors who stayed in Nantucket for multiple days and whether or not they visited 
more cultural organizations than those visitors just on the Island for the day.  
The last question of this survey, question 16 parts „a‟ and „b‟, asks the respondent about a 
single admission pass that can be used at many of the Island‟s cultural organizations. Part „a‟ of 
question 16 asks if they would be interested in such a pass. Out of the 28 people surveyed, 78.5% 
answered yes, they would be interested in a pass that gave admission to these organizations. 
Having such a positive response to the pass allows the group to think that this all-admission pass 
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to multiple organizations would be extremely popular with the visitors on the Island. Now that 
the interest of the pass has been gauged, the next question; 16b asks the respondent what price 
range they‟d consider reasonable to pay for this type of pass.  The results of this question can be 
seen in Figure 17 below. 
 
Figure 17: Price Range Respondents would be willing to pay for Single Admission (Nanticket) Pass 
 
 
 As seen above, 52% of the respondents would be willing to pay $75-$100 for the single 
admission pass to multiple cultural institutions. The group presented this fact to the sponsors, 
who were surprised by such a response, considering the individual admission at any one of the 
organizations requiring admission is usually between ten and twenty dollars. However, it 
depends on what organizations the visitor would chose to go to as to whether or not this is a valid 
price, considering some of the organizations have free admission. The group believes that if the 
organizations survey visitors in the upcoming summer, they would get an accurate estimate of 
the popularity of this pass during the „on‟ season.  
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Conclusions 
Based on the data and our analysis we were able to draw the following conclusions: 
 
Through our collection of the revised CDP data, the group concluded that 79.5% of the 
aggregated revenue for the Cultural Corridor stemmed from contributed revenue, or rather from 
grants of all types (government, business, individual, etc.) and from fundraising events. Also, the 
single largest expense across all organizations proved to be salaries and fringe, accounting for $4 
million (42%) of the institutions total expenditure. A full breakdown of expenditures can be seen 
in Figure 6 and Table 3. 
 
Figure 6: Distribution of Individual Expenses
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Table 3: Distribution of Individual Expenses 
 
 
Among salaries and fringe, the two largest common expenses among all institutions were 
occupancy and depreciation. “Additional fees” and “Other organizational expenses” were 
comprised of much smaller expenditures that were grouped together appropriately under one 
heading.  
Direct, Indirect, and Induced Impacts 
 Through the group‟s compiled data from the CDP, as well as through NEFA‟s Impact 
Calculator, it was determined that the Cultural Corridor had a direct impact of $9,549,529 in the 
economy of Nantucket, which was an increase of roughly $2.14 million since 2003, where they 
contributed $7,410,440. 
Figure 13: Estimated Employment Impacts of the Cultural Corridor, 2003 & 2011 
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Salaries and Fringe $3,624,522  42% 
Additional Fees $1,480,903  17% 
Occupancy $1,429,745  16% 
Depreciation and Interest $1,387,837  16% 
Organizational Expenses $776,359  9% 
Total $8,699,366  
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Figure 13 compares the various economic employment impacts of the four organizations 
the group evaluated. In 2003, the participating organizations generated the equivalent of 88 jobs 
directly, with an additional equivalent of 17 jobs through induced and indirect impacts.  
Generated the equivalent of 113 jobs directly and the equivalent of 20 additional jobs in 
Nantucket through indirect and induced effects. 
 
Top Expenditures towards Vendors 
When looking at the cultural organizations‟ expenditures, 77% is spent towards the top 
20 vendors.  The organizations spend $8.7 million annually and $2 million is for the top 20.  Of 
that $2 million spent to the vendors, $1.1 million is spent towards vendors that are not on the 
island which means 55% of the top spending is off island.  The breakdown of these numbers may 
be seen in Figure 14 below. The organizations try to use local vendors whenever possible, but 
given their needs and size, it is difficult to do that all of the time, especially with some of the 
specific categories.  Insurance and utilities are the highest two categories of the organizations‟ 
top vendors.  The organizations try and use local water and power companies, but for some of 
the organization, they need so much so much power to run their buildings, they have to get it off-
island.  Insurance is primarily off-island because these organizations have so many employees 
and large amounts of property that they need to go off-island in order to be able to cover 
everything.  Insurance companies on-island could not handle the amount of coverage these 
organizations need.   
Figure 14: Top 20 Vendors Categorized Comparison of On Island Vs. Off Island by Percentages
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Survey Evaluation Tools 
Through the groups‟ weekly meeting with the sponsors, we were able to develop and test 
both a functional residents‟ and visitors‟ survey tool that collected pertinent data to the 
organizations. These were accurate evaluations of the opinions of the residents and the off-
season visitors. Through the extended pre-test, the group observed that there was a noticeable 
interest from the visitors of the Island in a pass that gave admission to multiple institutions for a 
discounted price. This interest was quantified through our analysis of the survey; 78.5 percent of 
the visitor survey respondents said that they would be interested in such a pass. The group also 
created online Google Surveys for both the residents‟ survey as well as the visitors‟ survey, 
although a more involved survey application to use would be SurveyMonkey©. However, the 
institutions would have to pay an annual fee to pay for an effective version of SurveyMonkey©. 
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Recommendations 
 Based on the results of the calculations and analysis by the project group, the following 
recommendations have been presented to the sponsoring organizations: 
Overall Recommendations: 
 Continue to use the data entry forms developed to collect and analyze impact data in 
the future. 
These include both the group‟s modified CDP tool as well as the survey 
evaluation tools. If the organizations wish to continue analyzing their economic impacts, 
the group has already prepared these tools to simplify the process and also serve as a 
foundation for any development of these tools further down the road. The CDP form was 
extensively edited in such a way that data could be inputted very easily directly from 990 
forms and annual reports, and then input easily into a master Microsoft Excel file.  
 Expand the pool of participants to include as many of the other cultural institutions 
on the Island as possible. 
Although the group did work with some of the larger and more notable 
organizations on the island, they are still just a small fraction of the institutions on 
Nantucket. If the organizations wanted to accurately gauge the contributions of the 
cultural organizations to the economy of Nantucket, this could only be truly measured by 
including as many of the institutions as possible. Because the institutions carry on 
relationships with businesses and vendors of all types, it would be prudent for all 
organizations to be included. 
Likewise, if the organizations were to carry out a much wider-scale analysis of 
their economic impacts on Nantucket, the group would recommend them to fund the 
utilization of the IMPLAN model as a whole. While NEFA‟s Impact Calculator did 
provide reasonably accurate results, many of the assumptions and vital steps to fully 
comprehending the model were buried in the embedding of the model onto the Culture 
Count website. Using the IMPLAN model directly would allow easier input of the data, 
as well as a full breakdown of the various economic impacts and middle steps to 
understanding the model itself.  
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 Clarify any inconsistencies in the data collection tools and train participating staff in 
their use for future data gathering. 
All tools being used in a future analysis of this sort should be reviewed and 
standardized if they are used on a larger scale. If the tools are standardized as a group 
effort, data collection would proceed smoothly and the organizations would avoid any 
discrepancies between their data categorization. Standardizing the tools would also allow 
for easier training of relevant staff to perform these evaluations. Rather than each 
organization designating their own training method and period, any staff member could 
receive the same information and training as any other individual who may be performing 
these evaluations as well. 
 
Evaluation Tool Recommendations: 
 Refine the survey instruments as necessary to meet the needs of the participating 
organizations. 
The extended pre-testing of the surveys showed some noticeable trends and the 
group believes that it would beneficial to the organizations if they continue to utilize 
these survey tools in the future. The surveys should be refined so that the questions are 
aimed at gathering the data that the participating organizations are most interested in 
finding out from the residents and visitors. Questions should be altered, particularly the 
„Nanticket‟ pass question, as the idea and constraints of this pass evolve over time. 
 Determine whether the survey will be administered entirely via Survey Monkey© or 
Google using handheld tablets and in-person encounters. 
This method of administration using handheld tablets would be extremely 
efficient for the participating organizations. It would save them time, seeing as paper 
surveys with in-person encounters require a larger time commitment for both the 
administration of the survey and the input of the data. Handheld tablets would allow the 
data to be entered in real-time by the respondents as they take the survey, which 
completely bypasses the need for manually entering the data later on. 
 With the use of handheld tablets, the organizations will need to use either 
SurveyMonkey© or Google for the surveys. SurveyMonkey© must be paid for annually 
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and has additional applications such as text analysis and skip logic. Google surveys 
would be free but unfortunately it does not have the same types of extra tools to analyze 
the data. Therefore, if the participating organizations are interested in a more in-depth 
analysis of the data and willing to pay the annual fee, the group recommends that they 
use SurveyMonkey©. 
 Establish a timeline, protocols, and organizational agreements for administering the 
surveys in the future. 
The participating institutions will first off need to determine whether surveying 
will be a collaborative group effort of all of the participating groups, or if each 
organization is responsible for gathering their own data individually. They will then need 
to decide how best to administer the surveys, what times of the year will be most 
successful, and how often they will conduct the surveys.  Protocols must be established 
that standardize how the surveys will be administered by each organization.  
 Conduct a random sample of 200-300 surveys during the summer of 2013. 
The extended pre-test of the visitor and residential surveys showed some 
noticeable trends; however it would be beneficial to the organizations to gather data from 
a much larger sample pool, such as 200-300 participants. This upcoming summer would 
be the perfect time to gather such data, seeing as this is Nantucket‟s most popular tourist 
season. This would be ideal for the conducting of the visitors‟ survey as well as the 
residents‟ on a larger scale, because seasonal residents also frequently visit during the 
summer. 
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Appendix I: Data Profile from the Cultural Data Project  
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Appendix II: CDP Annual Report Example 
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Appendix III: CDP Trend Report Example 
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Appendix IV: CDP Comparison Report Example 
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Appendix V: Background to Sponsoring Organizations 
Artists Association of Nantucket 
Their mission statement is to foster the visual arts on Nantucket. They promote Nantucket artists 
by holding classes and having a gallery to show exhibitions of works. 
Nantucket Atheneum 
The Atheneum is a private nonprofit public library on Nantucket that also acts as a cultural 
center for the community. It does this by having and maintaining library collections on the 
history and culture of the island, and promoting educational programming.  
Nantucket Visitors Services and Information  
They provide information on traveling to the Island, lodging, transportation, and restaurants. 
Dreamland Foundation 
The Dreamland Foundation focuses on contributing to the Nantucket cultural experience by 
holding arts performances at their newly renovated Theater, showing films, and educating the 
public. 
Maria Mitchell Association 
The MMA is a private nonprofit organization that focused on science and celebrating the 
multidisciplinary work of Maria Mitchell. This encompasses the Maria Mitchell observatory, the 
Maria Mitchell aquarium, a science library, a Natural History museum, and even more.  
Nantucket Historical Association 
The NHA preserves the historical aspects of Nantucket and teaches the public about the Island‟s 
historical importance. 
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Appendix VI: Cultural Organizations on Nantucket Using the 
NEFA Classification 
 
Admiral Sir Isaac Coffins Lacasterian School 
 Artists Association of Nantucket 
 Arts: Nantucket 
 Brigham Galleries 
 Chamber Music Nantucket 
 Cross Rip Coffeehouse 
 Amy England 
 Friends of the Nantucket Atheneum, Incorporated 
 Inquirer and Mirror 
 Nantucket Preservation Trust 
 Nantucket Arts Council, Incorporated 
 Nantucket Atheneum 
 Nantucket Children’s Depot, Incorporated 
 Nantucket Community Music Center 
 Nantucket Community Television 
 Nantucket Cultural Council 
 Nantucket Drama 
 Nantucket Dreamland Foundation 
 Nantucket Educational Air Program, Incorporated 
 Nantucket Historical Association 
 Nantucket Inquirer and Mirror 
 Nantucket Island School of Design and Arts 
 Nantucket Life 
 Nantucket Life Saving Museum, Incorporated 
 Nantucket Lightship Basket Museum, Incorporated 
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 Nantucket Maria Mitchell Association 
 Nantucket Musical Arts Society, Incorporated 
 Nantucket Preservation Alliance 
 Nantucket Real Estate Guide 
 Nantucket Restaurant Guide 
 Nantucket Today Magazine 
 Nantucket Wedding Guide 
 Seaside Shakespeare Festival, Incorporated 
 South Church Preservation, Incorporated 
 Theatre Workshop of Nantucket 
 Two Centre Street Restoration Project, Incorporated 
 US Life Saving Service Heritage Association, Incorporated 
 Yesterday’s Island  
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Appendix VII: Visitors Survey Draft 
1. What is the main reason you are on Nantucket? If you answer ‘a’, please skip to Question 3.  
a. Permanent Resident 
b. Seasonal Resident (1-3 months) 
c. Business 
d. Visiting family/friends 
e. Vacation 
f. Other (Please Specify) ___________ 
2. How long will you be on Nantucket? 
a. For the day 
b. For the weekend 
c. A week 
d. 2-3 weeks 
e. A month 
f. More than a month 
3. How old are you? 
a. Younger than 18 
b. 18-24 
c. 25-35 
d. 36-49 
d. 50-64 
e. 65+ 
4. What is your home zip code? ___________ 
5. Gender 
              a. Male 
b. Female 
6. How do you usually travel around the island? If you answer ‘a’, please skip to Question 7. 
a. I own/have access to my own method of transportation (car, motorcycle, moped, etc.) 
b. I rent a car 
c. I rent a bike 
d. I take a taxi 
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e. I walk 
7. How much do you usually spend on transportation per week? _________ 
8. How many people are in your party? __________ 
9. On the day/evening you and your party went out today, how much did you spend on: 
a. Event price $_________ 
b. Food/drinks/meals before or after event $_________ 
c. Souvenirs $_________ 
d. Clothing/accessories $_________ 
e. Child-care requirements $_________ 
f. Overnight accommodations $_________ 
 
10. In an average week, how many times do you eat out for: 
Breakfast __________ You usually spend about $_________  
Lunch __________ You usually spend about $_________  
Dinner __________ You usually spend about $_________  
 
11. Will you be attending any of the cultural institutions on the island? (this includes but is not 
limited to museums, art galleries, libraries, theaters, etc.) ________________ 
 
12. If so, which institutions? ( i.e. Maria Mitchell Association, Nantucket Atheneum, Dreamland 
Foundation Theater, etc.) ________________ 
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Appendix VIII: Edited CDP Form 
 
Section 1  
For the 12 months ended: 
1. Legal Name of Your Organization: 
2. Is your organization, department, or  
ongoing program for whom you are filling out  
this form annually audited or reviewed by an  
independent public accounting firm? 
3. Organization Type 
a. If Other, Please Describe: 
b. What is the name of your  
organization/program‟s fiscal sponsor? 
4. Web Address: 
5. Accounting Method: 
a. Did your accounting method change  
during the period in Line A? 
b. Other Former Accounting Method 
6. Contact Person 
7. Contact Person Title 
8. Contact Person E-mail 
9. # of Members 
10. Year Organization founded 
11. Year Organization incorporated 
12. Fiscal Year End Date (month & day only) 
13. Date form completed 
 
 
 
 80 
Section 2 
Balance Sheet 
1. Total assets 
2. Total liabilities and net assets  
3. Net assets - Unrestricted 
4.  Net assets – Temporarily Restricted 
5. Net assets - Permanently Restricted 
 
Revenue 
1. Total Revenue 
 
Expenses 
1. Program 
2. Fundraising 
3. General & Administrative 
4. Total expenses 
 Change in Net Assets  
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Section 3 Revenue 
Earned 
1.  Programs, Ticket sales, Tuitions, Workshops, Lecture Fees  
2. Touring Fees 
3. Special Events Non-fundraising 
a. Briefly describe 
4. Net sales of inventory (gift shop, gallery publications, etc.) 
5. Membership dues/fees 
6. Subscriptions- Performance, media, etc.  
7. Contracted services/performance fees 
8. Rental Income 
9. Royalties/rights & reproductions 
10. Advertising Revenue 
11. Sponsorship Revenue 
12. Interest Income (as well as Interest & Dividends) 
13. Programs & Tuition 
14. Other Earned Revenue 
a. If other earned revenue, please describe 
15. Total Revenue from contributions (trustee, individual, city, state, etc) 
16. Total Revenue 
 
 
Section 4 
1. Government Grants 
2. Contributions excluding Fundraising Events 
3. Fundraising Events 
 
Section 5 Expenses  
Salaries and Fringe 
1.  Salaries and Commissions  
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Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
2. Payroll Taxes 
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
3. Benefits paid to or for members and employees  
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
a.  Benefits - Please describe  
4. Pension and Retirement  
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
5. Total Salaries and Fringe 
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
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Section 6 Expenses (All Other) 
Section 6 - Expenses (All other) 
 1. Salaries and Fringe 
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
2. Management 
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
3. Legal  
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
4. Accounting  
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
5. Other fees for services  
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
6. Advertising, Marketing, and Promotion 
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
7. Audit/Bank/Credit Card Fees 
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
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Total Expenses 
8.  Repairs & Maintenance 
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
9.  Catering.Hospitality/Lodging/Meals 
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
10.  Occupancy 
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
11. Depreciation, depletion, and amortization 
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
12. Dues and Subscriptions 
13.  Equipment Rental 
14. Grants/Assistance to other individuals 
15. Facilities 
16.  Supplies 
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
17.  Major Supplies - Describe  
 18. Workshop/Program Teachers 
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
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19.  Insurance 
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
20. Interest  
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
21. Internet & Website 
22. Investment Fees 
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
23. Postage, Printing, and Shipping 
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
24. Production & Exhibition Costs  
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
25. Office expenses 
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
26. Rent 
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
27. Other Professional Fees 
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28. Royalties/Rights & Reproductions 
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
29. Sales Commission Fees  
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
30.  Security 
31.  Telephone 
32. Traveling 
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
33.  Utilities 
34.  Other Expeneses 
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
a. Describe other expenses 
35.Total Expenses 
Program Service Expenses 
Management & Gen. Expenses 
Fundraising Expenses 
Total Expenses 
35. Change in Net Assets 
  
Section 7 Balance Sheet 
Assets 
1. Cash & Cash Equivalents  
Beginning of Year 
End of Year 
2. Accounts Receivable 
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Beginning of Year 
End of Year 
3. Pledges Receivable –Current 
Beginning of Year 
End of Year 
4. Grants Receivable –Current 
Beginning of Year 
End of Year 
5. Receivables- Other 
Beginning of Year 
End of Year  
Other receivables- describe 
6. Inventory 
Beginning of Year  
End of Year 
7.  Endowment funds- Total 
Beginning of Year 
End of Year 
8. Investments – All other marketable securities 
Beginning of Year 
End of Year 
9. Land, buildings, and equipment 
Beginning of Year 
End of Year  
10. Other Current Assets 
Beginning of Year 
End of Year 
Other Assets-Describe 
Liabilities 
11. Accounts Payable 
Beginning of Year 
End of Year 
12. Grants Payable-Current 
Beginning of Year 
End of Year 
13. Mortgages Payable- Current 
Beginning of Year 
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End of Year  
14. Other Loans & Notes- Current 
Beginning of Year 
End of Year 
15. Deferred Revenue  
Beginning of Year 
End of Year 
16. Other Current Liabilities 
Beginning of Year 
End of Year 
Other Current Liabilities- Describe 
 
Net Assets 
1. Unrestricted net assets 
Beginning of Year 
End of Year 
2. Temporarily restricted net assets 
Beginning of Year 
End of Year 
3. Permanently restricted net assets 
Beginning of Year 
End of Year 
4. Total net assets 
Beginning of Year 
End of Year 
5. Total liabilities & Net assets 
Beginning of Year 
End of Year 
 
 
 
Section 8 Investments 
Total investment income 
Total investment income (loss) 
Total investment income (net) 
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Section 9 Non Financial Information  
1.  Total contributors (board, individual, etc.) 
2. Total Paid Attendance 
a. Physical 
b. Virtual 
3. Total Free Attendance 
a. Physical 
b. Virtual 
4. Total Attendance 
a. Physical  
b. Virtual 
5. Attendance-Classes/Workshops 
a. Physical 
b. Virtual 
6. Website Activity 
a. # of Unique visitors 
b. Total website generated donations 
7. Subscribers & Members 
a. Total Paying subscribers 
b. Total non-paying subscribers 
c. Paying members 
8. Admission/Ticket pricing (in dollars) 
a. Average adult price 
b. Average child price 
c. Average senior citizen price 
d. Average student price 
e. Median price 
9. Other pricing 
a. Average adult tuition/workshop price 
b. Average child tuition 
c. Average publication price 
10. Facility Rentals 
a. By your organization for your program use 
b. By your organization for your non-program use 
 90 
c. Rentals of your facility by others 
Capital and Endowment Campaigns 
11. Has your organization recently completed a capital or  
endowment fundraising campaign (not including annual campaigns)? 
a. Capital: 
b. Endowment: 
c. If yes, when was it completed? 
12. Is your organization in the middle of or actively planning a  
capital or endowment fundraising campaign (not including annual campaigns)?  
a. Capital: 
b. Endowment: 
c. If yes, what is the expected completion date? 
d. If yes, what is the campaign goal (in dollars)? 
i. Capital: 
ii. Endowment: 
13. If the campaign is in progress, how much has been raised as of the end of the fiscal year? 
a. Capital: 
b. Endowment: 
Staff & Non Staff Statistics 
14. Full-time permanent employees 
a. Artists & Performers: 
b. Program- all other: 
c. Fundraising: 
d. Gen. & administrative: 
15. Part-time seasonal employees 
a. Artists & Performers: 
b. Program-all other: 
c. Fundraising: 
16. Part-time seasonal employee FTEs 
a. Artists & Performers: 
b. Program-all other: 
c. Fundraising: 
17. Full-time volunteers 
a. Artists & Performers: 
b. Program-all other: 
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c. Fundraising: 
18. Part-time volunteers 
a. Artists & Performers: 
b. Program-all other: 
c. Fundraising: 
19. Part-time volunteer FTEs 
a. Artists & Performers: 
b. Program-all other: 
c. Fundraising: 
20. Independent Contractors 
a. Artists & Performers: 
b. Program-all other: 
c. Fundraising: 
21. Independent Contractors FTEs 
a. Artists & Performers: 
b. Program-all other: 
c. Fundraising: 
22. Interns/apprentices 
a. Artists & Performers: 
b. Program-all other: 
c. Fundraising: 
23. Intern/apprentices FTEs 
a. Artists & Performers: 
b. Program-all other: 
c. Fundraising: 
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Appendix IX: Residential Survey- Final Draft 
 Nantucket Resident Survey              Date______________ 
 
We are a group of students from Worcester Polytechnic Institute conducting research in collaboration with the Cultural Corridor 
to evaluate the impacts of Cultural organizations on Nantucket’s overall economy and quality of life.  This is an anonymous 
survey and no personal identifying information will be collected.  
 
1. What year were you born? ___________ 
 
2. Gender            ______Male     ______Female 
 
3. Where on the island do you live?   
 
     Town_______                           Mid-island_______               „Sconset_______     
Madaket_______                                    Other_______ 
 
Please Indicate… 
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I am currently a member in these organizations  
(check all that apply) 
     
I visited each organization X times in the past year  
(insert a number) 
     
I attended a program at these organizations 
(check all that apply) 
     
On a scale of 1 (not at all satisfied) to 5 (extremely satisfied), I would rate my 
experience at this organization as . . .  
     
On a scale of 1 (extremely poor) to 5 (extremely good), I would rate the 
educational value of these programs as . . . 
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Please indicate on a scale of 1 to 5 how strongly you agree with the following statements. 
 
 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
 Neutral  
Strongly 
Agree 
The organizations listed above contribute significantly to  
the vibrancy of downtown Nantucket. 
1 2 3 4 5 
These cultural organizations have a noticeable impact on                  
my decision to live on Nantucket.  
1 2 3 4 5 
Price is a significant factor as to whether or not I visit these 
cultural institutions. 
1 2 3 4 5 
I would purchase and utilize a year round family pass to  
these cultural organizations. 
1 2 3 4 5 
I would go downtown more often if these organizations            
were open year round. 
1 2 3 4 5 
The cultural institutions do a good job of catering to an                    
audience of all ages, interests, and backgrounds. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
 
      
 
How involved do you think the cultural institutions are with the daily lives of the residents of Nantucket? How could 
they improve in this regard? 
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Thanks for your time! 
  
When I have visitors, I recommend they visit 
(check all that apply) 
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Appendix X: Visitor Survey- Final Draft 
Nantucket Visitor Survey             date:__________ 
We are a group of students from Worcester Polytechnic Institute conducting research in 
collaboration with the Cultural Corridor to evaluate the impacts of Cultural organizations on 
Nantucket’s overall economy and quality of life.  This is an anonymous survey and no personal 
identifying information will be collected.  
1. Are you a visitor or a resident who spends more than 6 months/year on island?  
 a) visitor ___ 
b) seasonal resident (≤6 months/year) __ 
c) resident (≥ 6 months/year) (Thank you for your time, but this survey is for visitors only)____ 
2. Why are you visiting Nantucket? 
 a)Business____   b)Visiting family/friends___  c)Vacation___   
d)Other (Please Specify) ____________________ 
 
3. How long were you on Nantucket during your current visit? 
a)For the day___    b)For 2-6 days___   c)1 week___   d)2-3 weeks___   
e)1 month___     f)More than 1 month___ 
 
4. What year were you born? ____________ 
 
5. What is your home zip code? ___________ 
 
6. Gender             a)Male___  b)Female___ 
 
7. Are you visiting Nantucket by yourself, or with family, or with friends, or with both family 
and friends?  (Check all that apply) 
a) By self____ (skip to Question 9)  b) With family____  c) With friends____          
d) Other____ 
 
8. How many people are with you on this visit to Nantucket?   
Total number of people in your group including yourself____ 
Number of children 5 or under___      Number of children 6-12____       Number of children 13-17____ 
Number of adults 18-65____      Number of adults older than 65____  
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9. How did you travel around the Island (check all that apply)? 
a)Own mode of transport (car, motorcycle, etc.)___  b) Car rental___      c) Bike rental___ 
 d)Taxi___ e)Walking___    f) Bus____   g) Hotel shuttle_____ 
 
10. What type of accommodation did you use? 
a) Home you own____  b) Friend/Family‟s home____       c) Rental home____   
d) Hotel/Inn/B&B____  e) Other____         f) did not stay overnight  
 
 Answer either question 11 or question 12, depending on the length of your visit. 
 
11. If you were visiting the Island for one week or less, how much did you spend on the 
following: 
a)Tickets for a movie or museum $______  b)Food/drinks/meals before or after event $_______  
c)Souvenirs $________    d)Clothing/accessories $_________  
e)Child-care requirements $_________  f)Overnight accommodations $_________ 
 
12. If you were visiting the Island for more than one week, during the average week, how much 
did you spend on the following: 
a)Tickets for a movie or museum $______  b)Food/drinks/meals before or after event $_______ 
c)Souvenirs $________    d)Clothing/accessories $_________ e)Child-
care requirements $_________  f)Overnight accommodations $_________ 
 
13. How many times did you visit the following organizations during your current visit?  
a)Maria Mitchell Association(such as the aquarium, observatory, museum)_______    
b)Nantucket Atheneum (library) ____    
c)Nantucket Historical Association (such as the Whaling Museum, historic properties)______   
d)Dreamland Theater_______   
e)Artists Association of Nantucket (such as the Joyce & Seward Johnson Gallery)____    
f) Other(please specify)_________________________________ 
 
14. How did you hear about the organizations mentioned in question 11 (check all that apply)? 
a)Guide book____   b)Website____   c)Friends/Family____  d) Visitors Services____ 
e)Chamber of Commerce____ f)Other (please specify)__________________________ g) N/A____ 
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15. On a scale of 1 through 5, please indicate to what extent price was a factor in determining 
which organizations you visited during your stay  
1   2       3          4                   5  
(price was not a factor)          (price was extremely important) 
  
16a. Would you be interested in a pass that gave admission to ten cultural organizations of 
Nantucket?  
 Yes____  No_____ 
16b. How much would you be willing to pay for this single admission pass? 
a) Under $20___      b) $20-$50___      c) $50-$75___        d) $75-$100___ e) over $100___ 
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Appendix XI: Residential Survey- Online 
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Appendix XII: Visitor Survey- Online 
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